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Beyond the Lavender Scare: LGBT and Heterosexual
Employees in the Federal Workplace
Peter Stanley Federman and Nicole M. Rishel Elias
City University of New York
Lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) identities within the workplace have recently
gained greater attention as significant demographic categories. A key question that emerges from
the limited scholarship on LGBT employment in the federal government is whether there is a
distinction between the experiences of employees within federal security agencies, defined here
as the five major agencies that provide civilian support to the defense and military structures of
the United States, and employees of other federal agencies. Using data from the 2013 Employee
Viewpoint Survey, this article addresses the following questions: How does sexual orientation
and/or gender identity as self-reported in the 2013 EVS impact employee perceptions of personal
safety and security, job satisfaction, and diversity issues, and how do these perceptions vary
between employees of the major security agencies and other federal agencies? The article shows
that across the federal government employees are reasonably satisfied with diversity issues in the
workplace, with no appreciable difference between those in security and nonsecurity agencies.
However, current programs and policies intended to foster and institutionalize diversity are viewed
as ineffective and should be improved through new policies and programs.
Keywords: diversity, ethics, human resources management, LGBT, public administration

The demographic composition of the federal government has gained a great deal of attention in
recent years. In addition to identity categories that have been prevalent over the past six decades
(i.e., race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, and veteran status), sexual orientation has
come to the forefront of public opinion and policymakers’ attention. Between 1990 and
1999, 15 states instituted policies prohibiting discrimination against lesbian, gay, bisexual,
and transgender (LGBT) state employees (Colvin, 2004), and in 2011 President Obama signed
an executive order establishing a coordinated effort to promote diversity and inclusion in the
federal workforce (Elias, 2013). Until 2012, there were no data available regarding the actual
number of self-identified LGBT individuals within the federal government, and as a result,
the perceptions of LGBT people in federal agencies have been difficult if not impossible to
assess. In the absence of LGBT data, knowledge of LGBT employees has been drawn from
historical actions targeting LGBT federal employees.
The history of LGBT employment within the federal government is complex and goes beyond
the scope of what is specifically addressed in this article. However, a primary theme throughout
many works documenting both the struggles and the positive developments of LGBT individuals
Correspondence should be sent to Nicole M. Rishel Elias, John Jay College of Criminal Justice, City University of
New York, 524 West 59th St., New York, NY 10019, USA. E-mail: nelias@jjay.cuny.edu

BEYOND THE LAVENDER SCARE

23

in the federal government is a firm belief that the major security agencies (the Defense
Department, Homeland Security, and the Departments of the Navy, Army, and Air Force) are
significantly less friendly to LGBT individuals than other agencies within the federal government. For example, a 2001 study shows that many individuals who feel that homosexuality is
wrong would support denying LGBT individuals access to higher security clearances (Lewis,
2001). Other studies have indicated that LGBT individuals are more likely to pursue careers
in fashion and entertainment than government or the military (Hewitt, 1995) and that numerous
individuals in public law enforcement have sued for wrongful termination and harassment
(Leonard, 2003). While these studies highlight some of the challenges LGBT individuals face
in agencies tasked with security and public safety, a lack of empirical data has led to conjecture
regarding the status of LGBT individuals in the security agencies. In fact, much of what
shapes the view of LGBT employees in the security agencies comes from past experiences
and assumptions based upon stereotypes, not from current LGBT employees within the agencies.
In 1950, when United States Senator Charles Hoey began collecting names for his investigation
into suspected “homosexuals” in the federal government, he reached out to department heads of
various federal agencies to determine if they had kept records of homosexuals or other “sex deviants.” He discovered that the Army, Navy, Washington, D.C. police, and U.S. Park Police all kept
records, totaling over 16,000 names (Johnson, 2004). Although Senator Hoey never collected
these names, the fact that military and law enforcement agencies were collecting the names is telling in and of itself. As the Hoey investigation went on, the focus on security clearances, potential
for blackmail, and untrustworthiness of homosexuals continued. As a result, the idea of homosexual double agents who worked in security agencies while secretly sending information to Russia or
other enemies under the threat of their personal lives being exposed proliferated among members
of Congress, agency heads and the general public (Johnson, 2004). To this day, if these stereotypes
and perceptions exist among the general public, and if they are still prevalent within the federal
government, it would follow that LGBT employees within the security agencies should have
significantly more negative perceptions of the workplace with regard to job satisfaction and
security than their straight counterparts and their LGBT counterparts within other agencies.
By using the 2013 Employee Viewpoint Survey (EVS) data, it is now possible to analyze the
opinions of self-identified LGBT individuals on their workplace. The EVS is a government-wide
survey given to thousands of federal employees each year, and until 2013, no questions regarding
sexual orientation had appeared on it. However, in the 2013 EVS, all respondents were asked,
“Do you consider yourself to be one or more of the following?” with the possible choices being
“Heterosexual or Straight,” “Gay Lesbian Bisexual or Transgender,” or “I Prefer Not to Say.”
From this new demographic category, this article will evaluate the workplace perceptions of
LGBT individuals in the security agencies by answering the following question: How does sexual orientation and/or gender identity as self-reported in the 2013 EVS impact employee perceptions of personal safety and security, job satisfaction, and diversity issues, and how do these
perceptions vary between employees of the major security agencies and other federal agencies?

LITERATURE REVIEW AND EVENT HISTORY
Scholarship on LBGT public servants has primarily examined LGBT employees’ progress in gaining recognition by the federal civil service; specifically, the representation of LGBT federal
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employees in the 1990s, the impact of policy post-1980 on LGBT federal employees, and the
LGBT employees in state and local bureaucracies (Hewitt, 1995; Johnson, 1994; Leonard, 2003;
Lewis, 1997; Lewis & Pitts, 2010). Before presenting the analysis of the current data on selfidentified LGBT individuals within the federal government, it is important to review both the existing research and the focusing events surrounding LGBT employment in the federal government.
The first mention of LGBT individuals’ existence within the federal government came in an
executive order issued by President Dwight D. Eisenhower, which required federal agencies to
investigate, among other negative characteristics, “sexual perversion” among their employees
(Exec. Order 10450, 3 C.F.R, 936, 1953). In particular, federal executives, including Attorney
General Herbert Brownell, Jr., implied to federal agency heads that certain types employees
(i.e., LGBT employees) might be at risk for blackmail by foreign entities due to their “personal
habits” (Johnson, 2004). These assumptions were widespread at the time, with “homosexuals”
presumed to be frequent targets of political blackmail and therefore particularly high security
risks. In addition, anyone who was suspected of being a sexual deviant (as LGBT individuals
were often termed) was considered to be emotionally unstable and unfit for work within any
agency, but particularly those that dealt with security and military intelligence (Brown, 1958).
In 1961, the Mattachine Society of Washington (MSW) was formed.1 Headed by Frank
Kameny, an employee of the Army who was fired for being gay and who took his case to
the Supreme Court and lost, this organization became one of the first Mattachine chapters to
publicly advocate for gay rights. Located in Washington, D.C., many of MSW’s members were
federal employees. Kameny and the other members of the MSW advocated on behalf of the
LGBT community within Washington, D.C., and within the federal government, bringing
numerous lawsuits against the government when LGBT employees were terminated for reasons
related to their sexual orientation (Johnson, 1994).
A Washington Post op-ed in 1971 put forth the then-controversial opinion that perhaps LGBT
individuals might be acceptable for federal employment, “if they conduct themselves like other
employees with reasonable circumspection and decorum, their private sexual behavior is their
own business” (in Lewis, 1997). This was one of the first positive public declarations in favor
of the LGBT community from a mainstream publication of any sort, much less the primary daily
newspaper of the city in which the majority of federal agencies are based.
In 1973, a major advance came in the form of a class action lawsuit (Society for Individual
Rights, Inc. v. Robert Hampton, Chairman, United States Civil Service Commission) brought
on by the firing of an anonymous army supply clerk who disclosed that he was gay. The Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals in San Francisco ruled that the Civil Service Commission (CSC),
effective immediately, must cease “excluding and discharging” LGBT individuals on the basis
of their sexual orientation (Society for Individual Rights, Inc. v. Robert Hampton, Chairman,
United States Civil Service Commission, 528 F.2d 905, 1975). Subsequent to this decision,
the CSC issued a memo indicating that all agencies must cease firing employees based on their
sexual orientation. However, this memo gave agencies discretion to fire an LGBT employee if
the work of the employee in question was affected by the employee’s sexual orientation, and this
allowed firings to continue (Lewis, 1997). It is also worth noting that there was no legal recourse
available for LGBT employees who were fired because of their sexuality or gender identity, so
long as the agency in question stated that this affected the employee’s work in any way.
However, in 1975, the CSC formally reviewed its policies and officially removed “immoral conduct,” which had been the primary cause used to justify the firing of LGBT individuals. On July 3,
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1975, Frank Kameny was informed personally by the general counsel of the CSC that the regulations
had been changed, and a press release stated that “the same standards in evaluating sexual conduct,
whether heterosexual or homosexual,” would now apply to all employees (Johnson, 2004). With this
decision, the era of sanctioned witch-hunts for LGBT employees within the federal government
ended, though the struggle for equal rights in the workplace was still in its beginning phase.
In 1978, President Carter proposed and Congress passed the Civil Service Reform Act
(CSRA), an action that would radically alter the structure of federal employment policy within
the United States government. The CSRA created the Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB),
eliminating the CSC, and also created the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) and an
Office of Special Counsel as a watchdog organization to the MSPB (Merit Systems Protection
Board, 2014). Included in this restructuring were a number of Prohibited Personnel Practices
(PPPs), including one which states the following:
Any employee who has authority to take, direct others to take, recommend, or approve any
personnel action, shall not, with respect to such authority[,] discriminate for or against any
employee or applicant for employment on the basis of conduct which does not adversely affect
the performance of the employee or applicant or the performance of others; except that nothing
in this paragraph shall prohibit an agency from taking into account in determining suitability or
fitness any conviction of the employee or applicant for any crime under the laws of any State, of
the District of Columbia, or of the United States. (5 U.S.C. § 2302b, 2010)

After two decades without much progress on the federal employment front for LGBT
individuals, In 1998 President Clinton signed Executive Order 13087, which amended a
previous order, signed by President Nixon, to prohibit discrimination on the grounds of
race, color, religion, sex, national origin, handicap, and age, to include sexual orientation.
The Office of Personnel Management also produced training materials for agencies that outlined nondiscrimination policies as well as information for all employees on how they could
report discrimination (Merit Systems Protection Board, 2014).
During the Clinton administration, numerous federal circuit courts upheld the military’s policy
of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” which forced LGBT individuals serving in the military to keep their
sexual identity secret or face the possibility of being dishonorably discharged (Cassens, 1998).
However, in 2010, the United States Congress passed H.R. 2965, otherwise known as the “Don’t
Ask, Don’t Tell Repeal Act of 2010.” This legislation gave the military 60 days to prepare, and
after 60 days the military was required to allow LGBT individuals to enlist. In addition, the
Pentagon announced that it would allow those discharged under the auspices of “Don’t Ask, Don’t
Tell” to reenlist upon passing a physical exam and other similar requirements (Dao, 2011).
From the 1960s through the 1990s, most of the progress regarding the advancement of the
rights of LGBT individuals in the federal government was made through the courts and through
executive action. Little to no progress occurred regarding the status of LGBT federal employees
during the George W. Bush administration, but with the election of Barack Obama in 2008,
several executive actions and orders to promote equality and equity within the federal government were signed into law. In 2009, President Obama directed the heads of all agencies to extend
full spousal benefits to the same-sex domestic partners of federal employees (Merit Systems
Protection Board, 2014). On June 26, 2013, the Supreme Court ruled in United States v. Windsor
that Section 3 of the Defense of Marriage Act (which had prohibited the federal government from
recognizing same-sex marriages that were legal at the state level) was unconstitutional, and these
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benefits were also extended to married same-sex partners and children of same-sex couples who
worked in the federal government (Merit Systems Protection Board, 2014). This ruling had
particular impact on members of the armed forces, whose living conditions and deployments
are often partially based on their marital status.
Just three years later, the United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission ruled in
Macy v. Holder, United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 0120120821 (2012)
that federal agencies could not discriminate on the basis of gender identity. According to the
ruling, Macy’s status as a transgender woman was protected under Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, ensuring that federal employees cannot be discriminated against based upon their
sex. According to the EEOC, “sex” includes gender identity and display, and includes discrimination against those individuals who do not consider themselves to belong to their biological sex.
Many private organizations, including 88% of Fortune 500 companies, include sexual orientation in their policies regarding employment and nondiscrimination (Merit Systems Protection
Board, 2014). The actions of President Obama and the U.S. Supreme Court have shown a clear
inclination toward promoting equality and equity for LGBT federal employees. Polls conducted
by ABC News and the Washington Post show that public opinion is now fully in favor of ensuring that LGBT individuals are not denied service by private businesses (81% in favor), have the
right to marriage (50%), and are permitted to adopt and raise children (61%) (Craighill &
Clement, 2014). With these recent policy and larger public opinion shifts in mind, the perceptions of the treatment of LGBT individuals within federal security agencies must be revisited.

RESEARCH DESIGN
The Employee Viewpoint Survey is an annual confidential survey given by the United States
Office of Personnel Management (OPM) to full- and part-time permanent nonseasonal federal
employees of 81 federal agencies, totaling nearly 97% of the federal workforce. Employees
receive the EVS electronically via their government e-mail and are presented with the option
of answering none, some, or all of the questions on the survey. In this article, the 2013 EVS
is examined using an ordered logistic regression analysis to determine the impact of sexual orientation and/or gender identity as self-reported on the EVS on perceptions of personal safety and
security, job satisfaction, and diversity issues in the workplace. Data collected from the 2013
EVS include responses from 376,577 employees (a 48.2% response rate) to 84 questions regarding their individual work experiences, supervisors, and their agency as a whole, as well as seven
demographic identifiers (O’Keefe, 2013). The data were provided in SPSS files, with each
respondent assigned a unique user ID to ensure anonymity. Using an ordered logistic regression
analysis, the discussion that follows will provide further insight into how self-identified LGBT
employees view their workplace, supervisor, and agency with regard to performance appraisal,
whistleblower protections, diversity and inclusion programming, and adherence to Prohibited
Personnel Practices as outlined by the Merit Systems Protection Board.
To facilitate this analysis, the data required recoding and manipulation, as described below.
To begin, the Agency variable was recoded, where SEC ¼ Departments of the Air Force, Army,
Defense, Homeland Security, and Navy (Security Agencies), and NSEC ¼ all other agencies
(Non-Security Agencies). The “Security Agencies” were selected based upon their status as
major agencies within the federal government tasked with defending and protecting the citizens
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of the United States. In addition, the LGBT variable was recoded to a dummy variable,
lgbt_new, where 1 ¼ Identify as LGBT and 0 ¼ all other responses. It should be noted that some
agencies that would likely be considered “Security Agencies,” such as the FBI, CIA, and NSA,
do not participate in the EVS survey and therefore were excluded from the research. This is
acknowledged as a substantial but unavoidable weakness of the present article. Any data on
these agencies (including potentially sensitive employee-level data) are highly classified, and
consequently this article must be considered to be representative only of the security agencies
for which there are publicly available employee-level data.
It is important to note that there is an option in this survey to indicate “prefer not to say” (PNTS)
under the question on sexual identity. Generally, surveys on sexual orientation contain this or a
similar choice, such as “something else” or “unknown.” Data from this or similar categories have
traditionally been seen as responses that should be left out of an analysis such as this one. However,
the best practices put forward by the Williams Institute (http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu), one
of the leading institutions conducting research on law and policy affecting LGBT individuals, state:
Researchers should never assume that respondents who choose ‘I don’t know’ or ‘something
else’ as an option in a sexual orientation question are gay, lesbian, or bisexual. Most surveys
demonstrate that these individuals appear to be primarily heterosexual in terms of attraction
and behavior. (Williams Institute, 2009)

Numerous large-N studies, including the 2002 National Survey of Family Growth, indicate
that between 80% and 90% of respondents who chose PNTS were primarily attracted to members of the opposite sex (Williams Institute, 2009). An analysis of statement responses from the
2013 EVS carries out this hypothesis, as it indicates that for all five statements delineated below,
those who identified as PNTS had the same most common response (3, or positive) as those who
identified as “straight/heterosexual.” Based on this, the following analysis will not consider those
who chose PNTS to be LGBT individuals, instead considering them to be heterosexual for the
purpose of analysis, as recommended by the Williams Institute. All other variables were left
as provided by the Office of Personnel Management.
The data were then examined to determine the impact of agency as well as sexual orientation
or gender identity on employee responses to each the following statements. Each statement
has been assigned a letter in order to limit the text in the tables below, though the identifying
numbers remain in parentheses:
A. My performance appraisal is a fair reflection of my performance. (15)
B. I can disclose a suspected violation of any law, rule, or regulation without fear of
reprisal. (17)
C. Prohibited Personnel Practices (for example, illegally discriminating for or against
any employee/applicant, obstructing a person’s right to compete for employment,
knowingly violating veterans’ preference requirements) are not tolerated. (38)
D. Policies and programs promote diversity in the workplace (for example, recruiting
minorities and women, training in awareness of diversity issues, mentoring). (34)
E. My supervisor/team leader is committed to a workforce representative of all segments
of society. (45)
These statements were chosen from the 84 total statements in the survey based upon their
relevance to LGBT employees. The statements on diversity (C, E) refer to the fact that LGBT
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individuals are a very small percentage of the population and the federal workforce (Lewis &
Pitts, 2010). Statements A, B, and D were chosen as representative examples of job security
and satisfaction, as these are issues that are frequently cited as problematic for LGBT individuals
(Hewitt, 1995). A review of more than 50 studies showed that discrimination in the workplace
has been reported by anywhere from 43% to 68% of LGBT individuals, and so it can be concluded that the statements on prohibited personnel practices, whistleblowing, and performance
appraisal are a unique concern to these employees (Badgett, Lau, Sears, & Ho, 2007). In
particular, federal agencies have frequently pointed to LGBT employees as easily blackmailed,
and such theories were considered acceptable until very recently and may even still exist in the
organizational cultures of security agencies (Roberts, 2013).
Employees were asked to respond to each of these statements on an ordinal scale by choosing
one of the following options which best expressed their feelings towards the statement: 1 ¼ negative, 2 ¼ neutral, 3 ¼ positive, and X ¼ do not know or no basis to judge, which was omitted for
purposes of this analysis. To facilitate analysis of these data, an ordered logistic regression was
run and a post hoc analysis of predicted probabilities was conducted for each of the five statements
in an attempt to explain the impact of individual employees’ agencies and self-reported LGBT
status on their responses. Control variables representing gender, age group, minority status, tenure
within the federal government, and supervisory status within an agency were included as well.

MODEL SPECIFICATION
In this analysis, an ordered logistic regression equation attempts to explain the impact of LGBT
status and agency type on the logged odds that a response to the five statements indicated above
will be positive, neutral, or negative. Ordered logistical regression estimates a basic score as a
function of the indicated independent variables as well as a set of cut points, or intercept values.
The probability of observing a given outcome (i) corresponds to the probability that a given function, including random error, is within the estimated range of the cut points for that outcome:
Prðoutcomej ¼ iÞ ¼ Prðki

1

< β1 x1j þ β2 x2j þ . . . þ βk xkj þ uj � ki Þ

Uj is presumed to be logistically distributed, and estimates the coefficients β1, β2,…, βk with
cut points k1, k2,…, kk 1 where k represents the number of possible outcomes. K0 is taken as ∞,
and Kk is taken as þ∞ (StataCorp, 2011).
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
While the results of the individual ordered logistic regressions are not particularly relevant to the
discussion below, they are included in the Appendix for purposes of verification. Figure 1 indicates the results of the predicted probabilities that resulted from a post hoc analysis of the ordered
logistical regression that was conducted for each statement. The labels on the x-axis refer to the
sexual orientation, the agency category, and the response given to the indicated statement of a
respondent, while the y-axis indicates the predicted probability of a respondent with these characteristics. For example, the data point for “Positive/LGBT/SEC” in Figure 1a indicates that the
odds of an LGBT individual in a security agency responding positively to the statement “My

BEYOND THE LAVENDER SCARE

29

FIGURE 1. (a)–(e) Predicted probabilities of responses to selected statements from the 2013 employee viewpoint
survey. (a) My performance appraisal is a fair reflection of my performance. (b) I can disclose a suspected violation of
any law, rule or regulation without fear of reprisal. (c) Prohibited Personnel Practices (for example, illegally
discriminating for or against any employee/applicant, obstructing a person’s right to compete for employment,
knowingly violating veterans’ preference requirements) are not tolerated. (d) Policies and programs promote diversity
in the workplace (for example, recruiting minorities and women, training in awareness of diversity issues, mentoring).
(e) My supervisor/team leader is committed to a workforce representative of all segments of society.

performance appraisal is a fair reflection of my performance” is approximately .644, or 64%.
Due to the large sample size, all results should be considered significant.
The first conclusion that can be drawn from these results is that overall, federal employees
regardless of agency category or LGBT status are notably more likely to have a positive
response to these five statements than a neutral or negative response. While the gap between
the four categories that include a positive response and the categories that include neutral or
negative responses is less pronounced for statement D, the four categories of characteristics
that include a positive response are still the most probable responses. Additionally, (with the
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exception of statement A, it is more likely that employees of nonsecurity agencies respond positively, as compared to employees of security agencies.
Outside of the fact that federal employees appear to be relatively satisfied when it comes to
personal safety and security, job satisfaction, and diversity issues in the workplace, there are
several other inferences that can be gleaned from these results. First, employees of security
agencies, regardless of their LGBT status, are slightly less satisfied with the aforementioned
issues than their nonsecurity counterparts. Second, LGBT status does not appear to have any
major impact on the relative satisfaction of employees within agencies of a particular category.
Finally, the probability of particular respondents giving a negative or neutral response to any of
these statements does not appear to be materially different. Revisiting the research question
of how sexual orientation and/or gender identity as self-reported in the 2013 EVS impacts
perceptions of personal safety and security, job satisfaction, and diversity issues, and how these
perceptions vary between employees of the major security agencies and other federal agencies,
it is found that while perceptions do vary, they do not appear to vary enough to warrant any
assumptions about LGBT individuals in the security agencies.
In the following section, the concept of integrated ethical diversity training (IEDT) will
be discussed. This exercise pulls from already existing trainings and training techniques to incorporate discussions of ethics and public service into trainings regarding the treatment of diverse
individuals in the federal government. LGBT individuals stand to benefit from such training
being offered within their agencies, due to the discrimination and marginalization they have
incurred within the federal government over the past decades. Evidence from the Department
of Defense and a review of the literature on diversity training suggests that small-group trainings
that incorporate diversity into the larger issues of public service motivation, ethical behavior, and
fundamental questions of public service can be effective not only for the security agencies but for
all other federal agencies.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PRACTICE:
INTEGRATED ETHICAL DIVERSITY TRAINING
The analysis above shows that employees are markedly most likely to have a positive response
to statements A, B, C, and E. However, statement D, which reads “policies and programs
promote diversity in the workplace (for example, recruiting minorities and women, training
in awareness of diversity issues, mentoring),” shows a slightly different pattern. Specifically,
while employees regardless of agency type or LGBT status are still most likely to have a
positive response to statement D, there is a lack of appreciable difference between the positive
responses and the neutral/negative responses.
In light of the fact that each of the other four statements clearly evokes a positive response,
the following question presents itself: If the current policies and programs that promote
diversity in the workplace are not particularly effective in any type of agency, what can be done
to improve them? One potential recommendation involves a fundamental shift in thinking about
and practicing public administration, and can be termed integrated ethical diversity training, or
IEDT. This shift involves ethical training that puts a greater emphasis on the larger role of the
individual bureaucrat in positively contributing to larger social issues, and as such it involves
great autonomy and responsibility for ethical action within agencies. Before the formal structure
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and policy of federal bureaucracy change, the way in which bureaucratic purpose is understood
must be rethought, shifting the burden of responsibility from larger structures to individuals
with the ability to impact immediate, smaller-scale change.
Regardless of the legislation proposed at the federal level, agencies can use IEDT to foster a
welcoming and safe work environment for LGBT individuals. Through actions and directives at
the agency level, human resources professionals can work toward ensuring an appropriate and
equal work environment for all employees. Diversity training, including seminars, simulations,
and formal education, can serve as an excellent starting point to develop a workplace focused
on the goal of equality not only for new hires, but also for employees who have been with the
organization for years (Bezrukova, Jehn, & Spell, 2012). Training has been shown to influence
organizational culture on a massive scale, both positively and negatively. In many cases,
organizational leaders create structures within an agency that inherently reflect the values of that
organization (Roberts, 2013). While single training sessions are unlikely to affect substantial
change, integrating diversity training into other facets of workplace education has been a natural
progression for private organizations (Roberson, Kulik, & Pepper, 2001). Trainings within smaller groups are significantly more receptive to nondiscrimination policies, and more likely to actually enforce them, which means the agency level should be an effective place to attempt to enforce
these policies (Colvin, 2012). Creating an ethical and empathic culture in all federal agencies can
be accomplished by utilizing these recommendations for training within the framework of IEDT.
The equal treatment of employees regardless of sexual orientation must be considered a basic
tenet of an ethical workplace. By treating this issue as a moral and ethical one instead of a
procedural requirement, trainings will hopefully be more effective in conveying the core idea
that all employees are equal and should be treated as such regardless of their sexual orientation.
Already, many researchers have noted that integrating diversity training with other trainings
and creating an “inclusive” design is particularly effective in creating positive outcomes
(Bezrukova, Jehn, & Spell, 2012). Generally, positive approaches have been linked to positive
outcomes, while specific training that singles out a particular group has been shown to be less
effective (Bezrukova et al., 2012). Creating new ethics trainings and revising existent trainings
with an eye toward diversity within the workforce is an effective starting point in creating a
holistic, inclusive environment that promotes a deeper understanding of the issues LGBT
employees face in the workplace and how to address these issues.
These recommendations require significant effort, resources, and political capital to
accomplish. However, effective training programs across the federal government will not just
provide training to those who participate, but will also begin to change the organizational
culture and larger perception surrounding LGBT individuals within the workplace. As a cultural
thought leader, the federal government has a responsibility not just to its employees but also to
the public to model an ethical duty in public service. Since the early 20th century, civil service
reformers have encouraged both the inclusion of social justice and the reestablishment of moral
and ethical service as tenets of a successful bureaucracy (Cook, 1996). A comprehensive
training program that links the treatment of LGBT employees with the ethical expectations
of federal employees promotes both causes and will encourage inclusion within other organizational environments.
Integrated ethical diversity training must be conducted in-person and in small groups. As the
evidence presented above by Bezrukova and others indicates, individually focused training that
creates empathy among co-workers is significantly more effective than large-group trainings
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that may single out minorities or under-represented individuals. Trainings should have an
ethical focus, and be ongoing and required for all employees. Further research must be conducted in order to devise these trainings, but the concepts mentioned here are critical to ensuring
that the values of IEDT are incorporated.
This policy recommendation links the values of diversity and equity directly to those of
integrity and ethical conduct by presuming them to be part of the same set of values, which
will lead employees to consider these values equal in merit. By putting the equal treatment
of employees regardless of sexual orientation on the same level as the values that define the
ethics of federal government service, the value system and organizational culture of federal
agencies should naturally begin to incorporate the equal treatment of all employees into already
existing organizational norms. By linking these elements together, the issue of discrimination
based on sexual orientation is made more accessible to employees who may have otherwise
felt uncomfortable or offended by the discussion. Creating an environment in which the primary
goal of training is ethical compliance will allow those who might otherwise shy away from
discussion to participate in the dialogue and may help to change biases and predetermined
notions. The link between diversity, equity, integrity, and ethical conduct is clear, but trainings
must be facilitated effectively to create training that approaches the former two issues as natural
progressions of the latter two.
One interesting point is that the foundational ideals of IEDT already exist within some security agencies, as evidenced by the incorporation of LGBT issues into ethical training, specifically
within the Department of Defense as a response to the repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.” The
Report of the Comprehensive Review of the Issues Associated with a Repeal of “Don’t Ask,
Don’t Tell” states that in developing trainings for active-duty military on LGBT issues, the
most effective way to communicate concerns is to entrench these trainings within already-existing training programs wherever possible. In fact, the Support Plan for Implementation of the
report delineates exactly how this might be accomplished, giving specific guidance to military
leadership to align the idea of treating LGBT service members with respect and tolerance with
the already-existing core service values on dignity, morals, and ethics (Department of Defense,
2010). As the United States nears the five-year anniversary of the repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t
Tell,” it is critical to review where and how these policies and trainings have been effective.
While the findings and recommendations included are practical first steps, more research must
be done to determine how to fully include LGBT employees in the federal workforce. The federal
government must act as a thought leader and model employer in the public sector. Recent developments, such as the repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” the establishment of legal same-sex
marriage in 37 states and the nation’s capital, the repeal of portions of the Defense of Marriage
Act, and the extension of spousal benefits to same-sex partners who are federal employees, are
significant efforts, but internal organizational policy and the impact of organizational culture on
inclusive practice must also be considered.

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
The United States has reached a turning point for LGBT employees in the federal government.
The legislative, executive, and judicial branches of government have made significant strides in
ensuring equal rights under the law for those who do not identify as heterosexual. The next task
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will fall to administrators. Public administrators have an obligation to attempt to remedy the most
pressing social ills, and to do this, administrators should begin by thinking “outside the box” and
adopting postmodern approaches to ethical training within federal agencies. This involves
being more aware, responsible, and dynamic in promoting positive change (Miller & Fox,
2007; Spicer 2010).
While the analysis presented here is valuable, it provides only a glimpse into some of the
most pressing issues for LGBT federal employees. This research is intended to be a first-step
in exploring the status of LGBT federal employees across agency types. There are numerous
unanswered questions ripe for analysis. This article should be built upon by comparing future
EVS survey data in order to better understand the important issues LGBT individuals face in the
federal government and how employee perceptions of these issues change over time.
Future research should be designed with an eye toward differences between agencies as well
as within agencies. Possible avenues for research include assessing diversity trainings within
security and nonsecurity agencies, determining the impact of other demographic characteristics
on perceptions of safety, diversity, and job satisfaction, analyzing the impact of recent
legislation and policy that may shape LGBT perceptions of the workplace, and how LGBT
individuals compare to heterosexual individuals within subcategories of particular agencies
(e.g., Air Education and Training Command compared to Air Combat Command, both part
of the Department of the Air Force). Furthermore, researchers must continue to unpack the
theoretical constructs that frame this discussion to understand better why and how diversity
matters to public administration.
A critical issue surrounding the current governance structure that has not been adequately
addressed in the literature is the fundamental “so what” question surrounding LGBT bureaucratic
representation and inclusion. This article is a first step in identifying and addressing the most
significant issues for LGBT employees in the federal government and providing recommendations for addressing these issues and imparting these values in practice. Theorizing around the
theme of a more individually focused ethical responsibility in public service and the premise
of integrated ethical diversity training has the potential to link the imaginative and creative
dimensions of administration with tangible outcomes for those represented.
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NOTE
1. The Mattachine Society was already an active organization in many cities across the country, but until
the 1960s, it had been more of a group therapy or self-help organization, similar to Alcoholics Anonymous for LGBT
individuals, specifically gay men (Johnson, 1994).
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